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engagement with the avowed object of causing injury to a
friendly Government,1 as, for example, by raising a loan to
further a revolt,2 to import liquor contrary to a prohibition law, 3
or to export a prohibited commodity.4 Such conduct is a
breach of international comity and tends to injure the relations
of the British Government with friendly powers.5

(iv) Where a foreign law or status offends the English concep-
tions of human liberty and freedom of action. The history of the
world affords many instances of legal disabilities firmly estab-
lished in some countries but unknown and^even execrated in
others. Obvious examples are disqualifications arising from
slavery, excommunication, heresy, infamy, civil death, popish
recusancy and nonconformity. Happily most of these illustrate
the intolerance of a past age, but analogies are not wanting even
in the modern world, as is evident from the history of the Nazi
regime in Germany. It may be said without hesitation that all
disqualifications of this description, which restrict human free-
dom by penalizing certain classes of the population to the
profit of others (what the older jurists called privilegia odiosa},
have only intra-territorial effect,6 for, in the eloquent words of
Wharton: 'To stretch international law further would be to
engraft on free countries the paralysing restrictions of despo-
tisms.'7

It remains to notice a troublesome controversy that may now
be relegated with some confidence to a happy oblivion. It
concerns the view, sometimes advanced, that a foreign status
unknown to English law will not be recognized as such in
England, so that, for instance, the relationship arising between
the parties to a foreign adoption would have been ignored
before the institution was introduced into England in 1927,
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